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revealed that some institutions satisfied multiple constituencies
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constituencies. In addition, some organxzatzons were highly effective
even when they satisfied no major constituencies. (SW)

IR AE 2R R R R R R I E E R S X X X R ]

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the original document. *
LR AR R R A R R R R R I Y R R R R R R s X R XX XXX XY




71069

ED2

” .

,;-k m&;.,zf,uwr

X

3 s

,41.' '

; “ ‘

S
. -
A e _ vt

yﬁ' . I
e M

3 St

L34
£y
8

T

reda

fonal -Cen

{”.: &, 5
i

ter fo

by

AN EWPIRICAL INVESTIGATION OF THE MULTIPLE
- CONSTITUENCIES MODEL OF
ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

U 8. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
h and

Ottice of Ed 8l Re L
EDUCAJTONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (ERIC)

s been reproduced a8

s document ha
person of orgamzation

recerved from the
onginating 1t

O Minor changes have bee
reproduction Q t

n made to mprove

ssiated inthis docu

o Points of view of opinioN:
ly represent officis!

meni do not necessan
OER! postion of pohcy

r-Higher Educction Management Systems

NVt .
ot i
£

L




AN EMPIRICAL INVESTIGATION OF THE MULTIPLE CONSTITUENCIES
MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

Kim S. Cameron
National Center for Higher Education Management Systems
P.0. Drawer P
Boulder, Colorado 80302
(303) 497-0368

December, 1982

The research reported here was supported by a contract
(#400-80-0109) from the National Institute of Education.




AN EMPIRICAL INVESTIGATION OF THE MULTIFLE CONSTITUENCIES
MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECT|IVENESS

A varlety of definltions of organizational effectiveness have been
proposed by organizational researchers (Cameron and Whetten, 1983;
Cameron, 1983). These definitions have guided research efforts by
Indicating which criteria are most approprlate when assessing
ef fectiveness. For oxample, the most popular definition--known as the
goal model--considers organizational effectiveness to be the extent to
which an organization accomplishes its goals. This definition identifies
the relevant criteria of effectiveness to be the explicit goals as well as
an Indicator of goal accomplishment In each organization (Bluedorn, 1980;
Campbel |, 1977; Etzioni, 1975; Hall, 1980; Price, 1572; Scott, 1977;
Steers, 1977). Problems with this definition, however, are that
ocrganizational goals are difficuit to Identify, goals are often
contradictory, goals of and goals for the organization are difficult to
separate, goals may be harmful to soclety or to the organization,
organizations may be successful when goais are not accomplished, and so
forth. Despite these problems, however, the goal model has gulded more
ef fectiveness research than any other model. The major alternative to the
goal definition of effectiveness is the system resource model (Katz and
Kahn, 1978; Yuchtman and Seashore, 1967). Research using thls model views
organizations as effective to the extent to which they acqulre needed
resources. Criteria of effectiveness advocated by thls definition are
flexibility, adaptability, degree of competitive advantage, coordinatlon
with outside agencies, and so forth (Molnar and Rogers, 1976; Quinn and

Rohrbaugh, 1982; Seashore and Yuchtman, 1967). Criticisms of this
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definition Inciude the inabiiity to identity optimai resource acquisition,
time frames, and resource priorities, the concepts of efficiency and
effectiveness not being distinguished, non-resource azquiring activities
being devalued, and so forth (Biuedorn, 1980; Cameron, 1978; Kirchoff,
1971; Price, 1972; and Scott, 1977). Debates about the superiority of one
of these modeis over the other continue in the Iiterature (Moinar and
Rogers, 1976; Scott, 1977).

More recentiy, another definition of effectiveness has begun to gain
popuiurity because it avoids the probiems of the goai and system resource
modeis. Most writers refer to it as the muitipie constituencies modei
(Connoi iy, Conion and Deutsch, 1980; Keeley, 1978; Miies, 1980; Pfeffer
and Salancik, 1978; Zammuto, 1982). it defines effectiveness as the
extent to which an organization satisfies Its strategic constituents (or
stakehoiders). Writers diffe~ regarding which constituencies are the most
important to satisfv (for exampie, Pfeffer and Salancik favor the most
powerful constituencies, Keeiey favors the ieast advantaged
constituencies, Zammuto favors the most heierogeneous constituencies), but
all agree that the preferences of the organization's constituencies are
the most appropriate criteria of effectiveness. This modei avoids the
probiems of specifying and assessing organizational goais as weii as the
probiems of identifying and assessing optimai resource acquisition.

Uniike the goal and system resource modeis, however, empirical research
has not yet been conducted using the muitipie constituency definition.
Some investigators have inciuded muitiple groups in their studies, but
none have set out to test the basic definition of the muitipie
constituency model (i.e., effective organizations satisfy the preferences

of Iimportant constituencies).




Aside from Its re!ative newness, there is at least one major reason
why the multiple constituency definition is rarely used to guide research,
and why the goal and system resource models are used more frequentiy. It
is that preferences of constituencles are difficult to assess in a valld
and rellable way. Nisbet and Wilson (1977) and Slovic and Lichtenstein
(1971) each concluded after reviews of the empirical |lterature, for
example that individuals are not good at el+her identifying or explicating
thelr preferences. That is, whereas constituencies actually hold
preferences regarding organizational performance, It Is very dlfficult for
researchers, and even for the individuals themselves, to determine what
those preferences are and what Is thelr relative importance. Just askling
people for their preferences Is not likely to produce valld responses, as
evidenced by a variety of empirical investigations. This phenomenon was
discussed by Argyris and Schon (1978) who suggested that Individuals hold
two different kinds of theories or cognitivc maps In their minds. One
kind is called theorles-in-action, which are used to guide behavior. The
other is called theories-in-use, which are theorles that remain completely
mental and are used to interpret the world. According to Argyris and
Schon, theories-In-action are seldom cognitively mapped, so that It is
very difflcult to ident:fy them by merely asking an Individual to describe
them. Observable behavior Is the primary source for identifying the
theor les-in-use held by other people. Simiiarly, the preferences that
gulde constituencies to make a judgment that an organization is effectlve
(l.e., theories=-in~action) are best analyzed by observing actual Judgment
behavior rather than asking for a |ist of preferences. Researchers of
organizational effectiveness have not yet done that with multiple

constituencles.



One way to address thls preference problem confronting research using
the multiple constltuency deflinltion is to use a Judgment analysls
methodology (Hammond, Klitz, and Cook, 1978; Hammond, Rohrbaugh, Mumpower,
and Adelman, 1977; Huber, 1974; Hitt and Middlemiss, 1979; Rohrbaugh,
1979; Slovic and Lichtensteln, 1971). Thls methodology accepts the
assumption that indlviduals have a dlfflcult time identlfylng thelr own
preferences and explicltly ordering them In order to map thelr judgments,
Individuals called upon to Identlfy thelr preferences and tc use them In
Judging organlzational effectiveness are often unable or Inaccurate In
thelr attempts (Hoffman, 1960; Slovic, 1969). Constltuency preference
profiles, |lke cognltive maps (Bougon, Welck, and Blnkhorst, 1977),
therefore, are best identlfled by analyzing the actual Judgments of

ef fectlveness made by the constltuency. So that, Yy analyzing a large
number of indlvidual Judgments cf effectlveness for organizations, a
profile of preferences can be constructed that identlfles which
preferences are most important In accounting for the effectlveness
Judgments, This methodology Is described In more detail In a later

section.

Research Questlions

The purpose »f this paper Is to report an Investigation of the
multiple constltuency model of effectiveness. The preferences of multipie
constltuencies were assessed In this research In order to determine which
preferences were most Important to which constituencles, and the extent to
which organlzatlonal performance satlsfled those preferences. Three major
research questlions gulded this Investigatlion. Flrst, what preferences are
held by the several strateglc constituencles of an organlzation, and how

do those preference profiles differ from one another? Second, when
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comparing organizational performance to the preferences of the various

constituencies, Is one constituency more satisfied than another? That is,
does the organization's performance profiie match one constituency's
preference profile more closely than It matches others? Third, if certain
constituencies are more satisfied than others by the organization's
performance, are they the most powerful constituencies, the least
advantaged constituencies, or others?

Investigating these three questions makes it possible to address some
of the most Important issues surrounding the multiple constituency
perspective. In addressing these Issues, thls research aims to determine
to what extent the multiple constituencies model is valid and useful for
assessing effectiveness In organizations, For example one issue Is, to
what extent do different constituencies actually hold different
preferences of effectiveness for organizations? Several researchers have
found that the Judgments of effectiveness of different groups have had !ow
or negative correlations with one another (Dubin, 1976; Friedlander and
Pickle, 1968; Whetten, 1978). Others have found that different
individuals vezlue some criteria more than others when making personal
Judgments of effectivenesc (Hitt and Middlemiss, 1979; Rohrbaugh, 1982).
No research, however, has assecsed and compared the preferences of
multiple constituencies with the actual performance of organizations at
the organizational level of analyslis.

Another Important issue in the multiple constituency perspective iIs,
do organizations actually try to perform so as to satisfy the pre srences
of certain constituencies, or does organizational Inertia help maintain a

pattern of performance regardless of constituency demands? Miles and

Cameron (1982), Miller and Frieson (1979), Miles and Snow (1978) and




others have found evidence for an inertia in the kinds of performance
displayed by organizations. This Inertia has been called by different
names such as strategic competence, organizational saga, and performance
stability. These forces of inertia are relatively strong, and
organizations have been found to persist In certain kinds cf performance
regardless of some relatively severe pressures for change (see, for
example, Miles and Cameron's account of the performance patterns
consistently displayed by various tobacco firms). To date no research has
investigated this relationship between constituency preferences for
effectiveness and organizational performance. |t is not clear if
organizations operafé independent of, or in splte of, the preferences of
strategic constituencies, or if they operate primarily in response to
Those demands.

A third issue, which constituency Is most important to an
organization in Judging effectiveness, has been alluded to above.
Pennings and Goodman (1977), Pfeffer and Salancik (1978), and others have
suggested that the constituency perceived to be the most powerful is the
most likely to influence organizational performance and to validly Judge
effectiveness. Keeley (1978) relied on Rawls (1971) theory of Justice in
claiming that the least advantaged (or least powerful) constituency is the
most likely to Influence and validly Judge effectiveness. Van de Ven and
Ferry (1978) advocated stil| another view when they pointed to
organizational members (as opposed to external constituencies) as the most
important constituency. Zammuto (1982) agvocated the most he'erogeneous
set of constituencies as the appropriate ones. No empirical research has
addressed this issue of which constituency is most appropriate, however,
so these points of view all are based on the authors! own biases or

’
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suppositions, Which constituency's preferences are most closely allied to
organizational performance Is stl|l| a matter of speculation,

In the sectlon below, the methods used for Investigating these Issues
are descrlbed, followed by a report of the results of the study. The
final sectlon of the paper dlscusses the Iimpllcations of thls
investigation for the muitiple consltuency deflnition of effectlveness,
and Implications are drawn for future research on the effectliveness

construct.

METHODS

Organizatrional Sample

Twenty nine institutions of higher education in the northeast United
States were selected for study. All are four~year schools, =lthough seven
of fer only bachelors degrees, flve offer masters degrees, and 17 offer
doctorates. Eleven of the schools are publlically supported and 18 are
private. Instltutional age ranges from approximately 30 years to over 200
years. Facultles are unlonized in 19 of the schools with 10 being
non-unionized. Undergraduate student enrclIments range from just over
1000 to Just over 10,000 with the average being 4200 students.
Confldentlal ity was promised to sach instltutlon, so names of schools are
not included in this report. All data were collected from these

Instltutions during the 198C academlc year.

Respondent Sample

In each of the 29 Instituiions, members of seven different strategic

constituencles provided data. These seven groups are general ly
acknow ledged to be members of the dominant coalltion of the inst!tutlons

of higher education (Cameron, 1978). They are (1) faculty departmert
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heads, (2) student affairs administrators, (3) financlal administrators,
(4) academ!c administrators, (5) general administrators, (6) members of
the board of trustees, and (7) representatives of major funders. aculty
department heads comprised the largest group in the sample with 40
percent, while major funders compr!sed only five percent of the sample.
Fourteen percent of the sample was trustees, 12 percent was general
administrators, 10 percent was academic administrators, seven percent was
financial administrators, and 12 percent was student affairs
administrators. |In all, 1240 individuals participated In the study
representing a response ate of approximately 60 percent of those

contacted.

lnstruments

Each respondent was requested to complete two different instruments.
These questionnaires were mailed together to each Individual along with a
stamped return envelope. The first was Cameron's (1978) Instrument
designed to elicit descriptions of the respondent's own Institution.
Individuals were asked to provide descriptive information, not evaluative
Judgments, regarding the extent to which thelr Institution prossessed
certain characteristics. These characteristics were found in previous
research to be Indicative of Instituticnai effectiveness (Cameron, 1978,
1981), although respondents were not instructed that they were rating
effectiveness. They were only .old that they were to describe the
characteristics of thelr institution. Three examples of the 57 Items are
presented below to Il lustrate the descriptive nature of this first

questionnaire.



"How many faculty members and admlnistrators at
this col lege would you say serve in the community In
government, on boards or commlttees, as consultants,
or in other capacities?"

“"Estimate what percent of the graduates from thls
instltutlon go on to obtaln degrees In graduate or
professional school."

“Approximately what proportion of the
undergraduate courses of fered at this college are
designed to be career-oriented or occupation-related
as opposed tc liberal education, personal develiopment,
etc.?"
Thls questionnaire assesses nine separate dimenslons of
organlzational effectlven3ss, and these dimensions are summarlzed In Table

1.

TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

The result of thls questionnalre is a performance profile for each
Instltution at the organlzation level of analysls (i.e., each Institution
recelves a score on each of the nine dimensions indlcating the extent to
which the Institution is effective on each dimension). Past research
using thls Instrument has found that it possesses external as well as
Internal valldity regarding effectiveness (Cameron, 1978), and |t was for
that reason that it was used in this investigation.

The second Instrument was designed using the “policy capturing" or
" Judgment analysis" methodology (Hammond, McClel lend, and Mumpower, 1980;
Rohrbaugh, 1982; Slovic and Lichtenstein, 1971). The baslc premise of
this method is that preference proflles or Judgment pollcies can be
ident! fled by analyzing how indlviduals actually Judge effectiveness (see
Slovic and Lichtenstein, 1971; Slovic, Fischhoff, and Llchtenstein, 1977).

The procedurs used is as follows, Individuals are presented wlth




Table 1 Nine Dimensions of Organizational Effectiveness in Institutions

of Higher Education

DIMENSION

DEFINITION

1. Student Educational
Satisfaction

2. 3tudent Academic

Development

3. Student Career
Develcpment

4. Student Personal
Development

5. Faculty and Administrator
Employment Satisfaction

6. Professional Development
and Quality of the Faculty

7. System Openness
and Community Interaction

8. Ability to Acquire Resources

9. Organizational Health

The extent to which students are
satisfied with their educaticnal
experiences at the institution.

The ~xtent of the academic growth,
attainment, and progress of students
at the institution.

The extent of occupational prepared-

ness of the students, and the emphasis

on career development provided by
the institution.

The extent of student development

in nonacademic, noncareer oriented
areas, and the emphasis on personal
development provided by the school.

The extent of satisfaction cf
facuity members and administrators
with their employment at the
institution.

The extent of professional attain-
me.it and development of the faculty,
and the emphasis on development
provided by the institution.

The extent of interaction with,
adaptation to, and services provided
for the external environmert by the
institution.

The ability of the institution to
acquire needed resources such as
high quality students and faculty,
financial supports, etc.

The extent to which the internal
processes and practices in the
institution are smooth functioning,
viable, and benevolent.
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descriptions of the performance of a number of organlzations and asked to
make evaluarlve judgments as to how effectlve each organization Is (see
Rohrbaugh, 1982). The characterIstics of the organlzations (or In thils
case, the levels achleved on the criterla of effectlveress) are mlxed
randomly. An analysls of those Judgments allows for the identiflcation of
the effectiveness criterla that account for the most varlance in the
Judgments of effectlveness made by the 'ndividuals. Quaniitative analysls
of these judgments relies on multiple regression, where the different
levsls of the effectlveness criterla for each organlzaticn are regressed
on the respondent's judgment of effectlveness > eaca organization.
Preterence profiles, or weightings of the relatlve Importance of the

di fferent criterla of effectlveness for each person, result from thls
analysls,

In this study, Indlviduals were presented wlth the effectiveness
proflles of 25 dlfferent (hypothetical) instltutions. Each Instltutlion
had a particular score on each of the nine dimensions of effectlveness
Identl fied In the Cameron (1978) Instrument (low, medium, high leveis wazre
presented on the dimensions). These dimensions were defined and
Il iustrated at the begin..!ng of the questlionnaire. Respondent: were
Instructed thav the dimensions had been found In prevlious research to be
Indicative of organlzational effectiveness in hlgher education, and their
task was to judge the effectiveness of each of the 25 Instltutlors
presented on the questionnalre. Judgments were made on a scale of 1 (low)
to 7 (high) according to the Instltutlon's level of performance on a

¢cc “Ination of the nine dimenslons. Figure 1 |llustrates thls procedure.
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FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE

The dlfference between thls questlionnalre and the flrst one completed
by the respondents Is that this questionnalre asks for eval uations and
preferences, the flrst one asked for objectlve desci-iptlons. In this
questlonnalre, indlviduals' responses were based on what they llked or
valued, in the flrst questionnalre they did not express |lkes or values.

In summary, respondents produced iwo kinds of data from these two
questionnalres. Flrst, they responded to 57 |tems that descrlbed the
performance characteristics of thelr own institutlion. These
characteristics group together Into nine dimenslons of effectiveness.,
Second, they complete a Judgment task that produced proflles of thelr own
preferences (l.e., which criterla of effectlveness they most preferred).
One sectlon of the first questlonnalre aiso asked for Information
regarding respondents' perceptions of the relatlve power and Importance of
several constltuencles as they af fected the performance of the
Instltutlon. These ratings were usad In analyses fo be explalned |ater.
Ratings In a Llkert format were recelved for students, faculty, top

admiInstrators, alumnl, trustees, major funders, and leglslaftors.,

Anzlyses

Analyses of the flrst questionnalre relied on two separate
procedures, Flrst, psychometric tests were conducted to Insure that the
nine dimenslons of effectlveness possessed high rellabillty and Internal
conslstency. Past research Indlcated that nine separate dime. :ons should
emerge from the questlonnalre (Cameron 1978, 1981, 1982), but evidence for
the dimensions had to be uncovered in thls study as well. Second,

analysis of variance and multlvarlate analysis of varlance were conducted
¢
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Figure 1 An Exampie of the Judgment Task Given to Respondents on the
Second Questionnaire

INSTRUCTIONS: Ir this questionnaire, we are asking that you make judgments
about the overall effectiveness of 25 colleges and universities.... We have
presented the "performance profiles" of these institutions based on their
scores on the nine dimensions of organizational effectiveness [defined above].
In order to judge the effectiveness of each institution, you will need to
pay particular attention to the scores of each dimension. Scme dimensions of
performance may be more important to you than others in determining your
overall evaluation, so please note the different scores on each dinension
before making ycur judgment.... Please rate each school on a scale of '1'
(ineffective) to '7' (highly effective).

Highly effective Somewhat effective Ineffective
(7) (6) (5) (4) (3) (2) (1)

Student Educationa) Satisfaction

Student Academic Devilopment 005008008

Student Career Development 000880881

Student Persons] Development

Faculty § Administrator Satisfaction
Prefessions] Development & Quality of Faculty
System Openness § Community Intersction
Aility to Acquire Resources

Organizational Neslth

MATING OF EFFECTIVENESS, SONOOL 23:

Student Educations) Satisfaction

Student Acadenic Development

Student Career Developmant

Student Persona) Davelopment  G2040850000080

Faculty § Admnistrator Satisfaction
Prefessional Development § Quality of Feculty
Zysten Openness & Community Intersction
Aility to Acquire Resources

Organizational Health

MATING OF EFFECTIVENESS, SCHOOL 24:




to examine the extent to which dlffeirent constltuency groups dlffered from
one another in thelr ratings of effectlveness. The maln effects of the
Instltution on ratings of effectlveness also were examlned to Insure that
constltuency ratings were sensltlve to performance dlfferences among the
instltutions. These analyses were deslgned to produce descrlptlve
performance profiles for each of the sample Instltutlons.

The second questionnalre was analyzed using three separate
procedures. First, multiple regressions were run for each of the seven
constltuency groups across all Instltutions to determine |f the groups
held different preference proflles relatlve to effectiveness. Thls was
fol lowed by separate regresslons being run for the seven constituencles In
each of their own Indlvidual Instltutions. By regressing the levels of
the dimensions of effectiveness on the overal|l Judgments given by the
respondents, a preference profile was identified. That Is, the dImensions
of et  ctiveness that were most important to the various constituencles in
Judging effectlveness (i.e., the most preferred crlterla) were specified.
Examining the RZ for the regression equations also allowed for determining
to what extent these criteria (nine dimensions) accounted for a large
portion of the variance In Judgments. Small RZ's Indicated that criterla
other than thé nire dimenslons were important in accounting for the
ef fectiveness judgments of these constituencles.

The second analytlc procedure was aimed at determinlng whether
Individuals within the various constituency groups held similar
preferences for effectlveness or not. The purpose was to determine if
these respondents could be treated as members of separate constltuencies
or If they would have to be treated as indlviduals. |f group members did

not hold similar preference profiles, the multiple constltuencies model
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could not be tested with these data because constltuencles could not be
treated as identiflable groups. Rellability analyses were conducted,
therefore, to determine the internal consistency of the preferencec of the
seven groups, and MANOVA was performed to determine if the groups dl ffered
significantly from one another.

The third analysis of this questionnaire was a comparison of the
preference profiles of the seven major constituencies with the performance
yroflles of the Institutions. Because constituency preference proflles
are In the form of beta weights and organizational performance proflles
are In the form of mean ratings, however, direct comparison was
impossible. Therefore, a rank ordering was calculated for the dimenslons
of effectlveness that were most preferred by the different constltuencles
as well as for the dimensions on which the Institutions scored highest on
the first questicnnaire. Rank order (nonparametric) correlations were
then computed to determine the extent to which Instltutional performance
profiles matched the preference profiles of the different constltuencies.
Since the multiple constituency deflinltion of effectlven:ss indlcates that
effectlve organizations satlsfy strategic constituencles, thls analysis
permits the identiflcation of which of the constituencles are most
satisfled (l.e., which constituencies' preferences are most closely
matched by Instltutional performance), as well as the ident| ficatlion of
the extent to which any of the constituencies are satisfied (l,e., does
the multiple constituencies definition make sense for these
Institutions?). A rating of the relative power and Importance of the
various constituency groups on the questionnaire allowad for 2

determination of whether the most powerful, least powerful, Internal,

13
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external, or other const|tuencies are most satlsfied by the organizations'

performance.

Comparing Institutional scores on the nine dimenslons of
effectiveness with the preference proflles of the different constltuencies
Is Justlfled because the data provided by the respondents on the first
questlionnalre (descriptions) Is qualltativeiy dlfferent from data provlded
on the second questlonnaire (values or preferences). Respondents
descrlbed the characterlstics of thelr own organlzation on the first
questionnalre. On the second questionnalre they specifled which of the

dimenslons of effectlveness they most preferred.

RESULTS

Questionnaire 1

The same nine dimenslons of effectlveness emerged from thls study as
have emerged In past research. Internal consistency rellabllitles for
these dimenslons ranged from .72 to .92 with a mean rellablllty
coefflclent of .82. Factor analysls (orthogonal rotation) of the 57
questionnalre items also resulted In the dimenslons loading on thelr own
facfors.1 Average Intercorrelatlon among the nine dimenslons was .42
indicating that, whereas the dimensions are conceptually dlstinct, certain
of the dimenslons do vary together in ratings of effectlveness (see
Cameron [198!] for an analysls of the Interdimensional covarlance). These
results !ndlcated that the nine Jdimenslons of organizational effectlveness
have adequate Internal conslstency rellablllty and discriminant valldity
to be used as the basis for the instliutlonal performance profiles. An
examination of the mean scores of each of the 29 Instltutlons across the

'Results of the factor analyses are not descrlibed here In detall In order
to conserve space, but they are available from the author.
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nine dimensions showed that each schoo! had a unique profile of
ef factiveness scores, and no school scored high (or low) on all the
dimensions of effectliveness.

When the ratings of each of the seven constituencles were analyzed by
means of MANOVA and ANOVA, it was found that some signiflcant dlfferences
wers present among these groups In thelr ratings of the nine dimensions.
Table 2 presents the results of these analyses where both Institutional
and group membership effects were Investigated. Signlficant effects were
found on all dimensions for the Institution factor (indicating that the

Institution belng rated made a difference In the ratings obtained).

TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

Percent of varlance accounted for by institutlon ranged from .16 to .49
(mean RZ = ,32) Indicating that this was a powerful factor In determining
the ratings that were glven. Of the total variance accounted for by the
two factors In the ANOVA models, the Instltutlon factor accounted for an
average of 70 percent of the varlance.

Signiflicant effects also were found on six of the nine dimensions for
the group membership factor. The percent of variance accounted for by
group membership, however, ranged from .00 to .04 percent (with an average
of .015 percent), indicating that I+ was not a very Important factor In
the ratings given to the Institutions. What was more Important for the
testing of the multiple constituencies model Is that the dl fferences among
the groups of ccnstituencles were not large enough to af fect the rank
orderings of the dimensions. That is, when the dimensions of
ef fectiveness were rank ordered for each of the seven constituencies based

on their ratings of these institutions, all constituency ratings held the
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Table 2 The Effects of Institution and Constituency Group Membership on

Ratings of Organizational Effectiveness

MANOVA Institution Group Interaction
d.f. F d.f. F d.f. F
252,6396 6.91* 45,3730 2.47* 1188,6690 1.06

Dimension of To§a1 Institutign Group Interactign

Effectiveness¥*** R¢ F R F RZ F R
1 .52 14.63* .42 5.13* .02 1.01 .08
7 .56 18.57* .45 6.81* .02 1.07 .09
3 .45 8.57* .30 0.91 .00 1.23 .15
4 .38 7.31* .24 0.61 .00 1.16 .14
5 .41 7.51* .28 4,15 .02 1.09 .11
6 .48 11.59* .37 0.45 .00 1.15 .11
7 .31 4.73* .16 3.53** 02 1.01 .13
8 .58 19.46* .49 6.74* .02 1.09 .07
9 .38 6.17* .21 7.89* .04 1.12 .13
* P< .001
** p¢ .01

*** Numbers of dimensions of affectiveness are the same as those

in Table 1.




same rank order. This make. |t possible to use a rark ordering method in
comparing Institutional performance proflles with constituency preference
proflles.

The MANOVA results confirmed that, across ail nine dimensions
combined, both institution and group membership effacts are significant In
Influencing ratings of effectiveness, No signif'cant interaction effect
occurred between these two factors on any single dimension (ANOVAS), or
when considering ail dimensions together (MANOVA), however, indicating
that Institution and group memberships Influenced ratings of effectlveness
independentiy.

These two analytic procedures--psychometric tests of the nine
dimensions of effectiveness, and MANOVA and ANOVAs of the different
constituency ratings--revealed, first, that Institutiors score uniquely on
nine dimensions of effectiveness, and second, that different constituency
groups rate effectiveness differently, but that these differences do not
aftect institutional performance profiles (l.e., rank orderings of the
nine dimensions are identical). These performance profiies for the
Institutions can now be used in comparison with the preferences of the
various constituency groups In investigating the multiple constituencies
model of effectiveness. That model suggests that different constituencies
hoid different sets of preferences for the organization, and when
organizational performance matches those preferences, the organization is
sald to be performing effectively. If organizational performance differs
from a constituency's perferences, Ineffective performance is a more
likely outcome. The Investigation of this phenomenon Is the a!m of the

analyses of the second questionnaire.




Questicnnalre 2

Preference profiies were obtained for each of the constituency groups
by means of a "poiicy capturing" or "Judgment analysis" methodoiogy.
Again, this methodoiogy regresses the different ieveis of the various
criteria used In the Judgment task (independent variabies) on the
Judgments or ratings given by the individuai (dependent variabies), which
produces a regression equation that welghts each of the different criteria
in terms of its importance or vaiue in the respondent's Judgments.

in this analysis, the Judgment criteria were the nine dimensions of
effectiveness presen#ed et different ievels of performance (e.g., low,
medium, high). Individuais rated the effectiveness of institutions
hoiding different profiies of performance on those nine dimensions., Tabie
3 reports the resuits of the anaiyses where the preference profile of each
constituency Is presented in rank order form (i.e., the dimension most
veiued by the constituency is iisted at the top; the least valued

dimension Is |listed at the bottom).

TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

The tablie shows that, by and iarge, the constituency groups differed
In the extent to which they valued the various criteria of effectiveness.
The General Administrator group (e.g., Presidents) and the Board of
frustees member group, however, had identical rank orderings, as did the
Academic Administrators (e.g., Provosts) and the Academic Department Heads
groups. The other groups differed somewhat more in their profiies, as
Indicated by the rank order correlations among the seven group profiles.
They ranged from .36 to 1.0. All constituencies heid the four dimensions

composed of student development criteria to be of higher importance than
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TABLE 3

of Organizational Effectiveness

Preference Profiles for Seven Constituency Groups in the Form of Rank Orders of Nine Dimensions

General
Administrators

Dimension Beta*

1%** 497
2 .475
3 .373
6 .371
4 .343
5 .276
8 .216
9 .125
7 117
F = 30.31%*
RZ = .87

Faculty Department

Academic

Administrators

Dimension Beta

NOOMPWRH =N

b=l

.568
472
.394
.384
.289
.278
.198
.097
.079

= 35.88%*
2 = g9

Heads

Dimension Beta
2 .565
1 .459
6 .411
3 .406
4 .309
5 .249
8 .190
9 .118
7 .065
F_= 37.65%*
RZ = .gg

Board of Trustee

Financial

Administrators

Dimension Beta

M WNOODPUTWN

Members

Dimension Beta
1 521
2 .495
3 .424
6 .357
4 .348
5 .254
8 -185
9 .086
7 .079
F = 35.29%*
RZ = .89

.530
.522
.424
.341
.307
.285
.200
.121
.093

= 44.14%*
2= .9

Student Affairs

Administrators

Dimension Beta

2 .536
3 .472
9 .409
4 .405
6 .301
1 .27
5 .166
8 .104
7 .016
F.= 35.79%*
RZ = .89
Major
Funders
Dimensior Beta
3 .561
4 477
2 .396
1 .317
6 .284
5 .240
8 .166
9 .013
7 .006
F = 14.06**
RZ = .76

*  Betas> .12, p¢.05

** pe¢.001

*** Dimensior rumbers refer to the dimensions listed in Table 1.
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the dimensions comprising more organizationally related criterla (l.e.,
Organlzational Health, or System Openness and Community Interactlion).
Which student dimenslion was held as most Important, however, dlffered
among groups (for example, General Administrators valued [1] Student
educational satisfaction most highly, Academic Administrators valued (2]
Student academlic development most highly). In general, this analysis
shows that there are five major preference profiles held by these seven
groups. The high RZ statistics for each group (ranging from .79 to .91)
Indlcates that the nine dimensions of effectiveness use¢ as criteria for
Judgment account for the large major ity of the variance in these groups'
preferences regarding effectlveness.

The ldentlfication of different preference profiles among these major
constltuencles led to the questlon, to what extent do Individuals within
the various constltuency groups hold similar preference profiles? Are the
dlfferences In preference proflles due to group differences, or do
preferences vary randomly among Individuals? Can Indlviduals be treated
as members of constituencles, or must they be analyzed Indlvidually?

Rel labll ity analyses were conducted on the preference proflles of each of
these constltuency groups to determine the Internal conslstency of each
group. Judgments of effectiveness for the 25 separate cases served &s
data for the analyses. Table 4 Indicates that the Internal consistency
rellabil 1ty coefficients are high for each group, and the M/NOVA Indicates
that significant diffarences exist among the groups In the preference

profiles.

TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE

(Unfortunately, fol low-up contrasts between groups Is not possible with
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Table 4 Internal Consistency and Discriminant Validity of the Preferenc:
Profiles of Seven Different Constituency Groups

CONSTITUENCY Alpha Value

General Adininistrators .82

Academic Administrators .86

Financial Administrators .78

Student Affairs Administrotors .85

Faciitty Department Heads .87

Bocard of Trustee Members .91

Major Funders .81

MANOVA Source u.f. F value Significance
Constituency Group Membership  150,2350 2.18 .0001




multiple dependent variables. However, in 18 of the 25 cases belng rated
by the dlfferent constituencies, group membershlp had a signiticant effect
on the Judgments.) These results suggest that treating these constituency
groups as separate entities in the remainder of the analyses is entirely
appropriate. The dlfferent groups hold unlque preference profiles
compared to one another, yet the Individuals within each group hold
similar profiles.

The third and most Iimportant analysis for testing the multiple
constltuenc.es model of effectlveness Is one where comparisons were made
between the actual performance profiles of the 29 Institutions and the
preference profiles of the seven constituency groups in each school. This
was done after rank ordering the dimensions on which the institutions
performed, highest to lowest, and rank orderings the dimensions that each
constltuency most preferred, from highest to lowest. Rank order
correlations were then computed for each of the 29 Institutions comparing
their indlvidual performance profiles to the preference prciiles of the
seven constituencies within each Instltution. Table 5 presents the

results of these correlations.

TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE

When all| members of a particular constituency group failed to Judge
the effectiveness of all 25 cases, that group was dropped from the
analysis. That Is, the preterence profiles of only those groups In each
instltution that Judged all 25 cases were included in this part of the
analysls.,

In order to conclude that an instltutlon's performance profile

matched a constituency's preference profile, some decision had to be made
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Table 5 Rank Order Correlations Between Performance Profiles of |
29 Institutions and the Preference Profiles of 6 |
Constituency Groups Within Each Institution

School General Academic Financial St. Affai-s Dept. Trustees Funders
Number Admin. Admin. Admin. Admin. Head
1 .000 .383 -.450 -.233 .200
2 .350 -.033 -.017 -.067 .383 .151 .233
3 -.603 -.046 .226 -.209 .000
4 .450 -.333 .033 .400 .217 -.517 .350
5 -.050 483" .150 .383 -.133 -.217 .533
6 -.083 -.533 .067 -.083 -.183 -.083 -.067
7 .250 -.18. .250 .517 .233 .483
8 -.050 .483 .150 .383 -.133 -.217 .533
9 .733 .667 .283 .633 .567 017
10 -.084 .167 .300 .250 .283 .300
11 .417 .550 .650 .183 -.067
12 .050 .183 .050 -.267 .100 -.200 .283
13 .250 .583 .417 .150 .067 .033 .243
14 .352 .084 -.117 .134 .092 .210 .059
15 -.467 -.100 -.233 .283 -.050 .350 .000
16 -.083 .067 -.050 .033 .317 .017
17 .533 .317 117 .000 .133 .233 .267
18 .150 .383 517 -.267 .100
19 -.017 .033 .267 -.033 217 -.200
20 -.267 .167 .100 .017 -.250 .383
21 .017 -.033 .250 -.017 -.100 .100
2 .033 .467 .033 .51/ .267 .017 .417
23 .033 .467 .033 .517 .267 .017 417
24 .634 .600 .317 .100 .550
25 .150 .167 -.283 .167 .183 -.083 .017
26 -.033 -.300 .267 -.150 .183 -.116
27 .150 217 .250 .460 -.050 .500
28 .150 -.033 .600 .550 . 567 417 .500

29 .500 .517 717 -.183 .300




regarding the mugnitude of the correlation coefflcient to be accepted. A
coefficient of .4 was used because Its statistical significance was p<.i.
(Because of & small number of cases [l.e., N=9], correlations of r<.6 were
needed tc reach the .05 level, and only six of the 192 correlations in
Table 5 reached that level.) Moreover, the .4 level appeared to be the
dividing line between high and low correlations.

Two malor findings relative to the multiple constltuencies model of
effectiveness emerged from these analyses. First, some schools tended to
satisfy multiple constituency preferences while othér schools satisfied no
constltuencles. That Is, correlations between the performance profiles of
some schouls and the preference profiles of several of thelr constituency
groups were high, but for other schools the correlations were low or
negative for all groups. To find out which schools tended to satisfy
multiple constituencies and which did not, an overall score across all
nine dimensions of performance effectiveness was computed for each school .
This represented » summary (mean) performance rating for each Institutior.
A comparison between the fourteen schools that satisflied no constituencies
and the seven schools that satisfled multiple {three or more)
constltuencies revealed an interesting finding. The schools that
satisfled multiple >onstituencies all wére in the top hal f of the total
sample In thelr overal| performance effectiveness, while those schools
that satistied no constituencies all were In the lower half of the sampie
In overal | performance. A comparison of the mean performance score of the
satlsflar schools versus the nonsatisfler schools resulted In a
signlficant performance difference at the p<.05 level., That Is, schooils
that satisfied multiple constituencies performed at significantly higher

levels on the nine dimensions of organizational effectlveness than did




schools that satisfied no constituencles. Moreover, In comparing the top
ten schools In performance effectlveness with the bottom ten schools, nine
of those schools satisfied multiple constituenclies while elght of the
schools In the bottom ten satisfied no constltuencies. The Implicailon is
that high performance schools satisfled multiple constituencies; low
performing schools satisfled no constituencies.

The second major finding referred to the constituencles that were
most satlsfled by the Institution's performance (l.e., the second major
researct question). In Table 6, the total number of high positive
correlations are recorded between the seven constituency groups!

preference proilles and thelr own Institution's performance

TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE

profile. This table suggests that the groups most |ikely to be satisfied
are Academlc and Student Affalrs Adminlstrators, fol lowed by General
Administrators (each of which are Internal groups). The externai
constltuency groups (l.e., Truestees and Major Funders) as well as Faculty
Department Heads were less |ikely to be satisfled by Institutional
performance profiles. Thls result held even when dropping out those
institutions that had one or more constituencies missing from the
analysis,

Glven this difference in the extent to which different constituencies
were satisfled by Instltutlonal performance, the thlrd research questlion
became particularly relevant. That question, which of the constlituencies
tended to be most satisfied--the most powerful, the least advaantaged,
internal groups, external groups, or others--fol lowed directly from the

Table 6 results. On the flrst questlionnaire (l.e., the questionnaire that
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Table 6 Total Number of High Positive Correlations Between a Constituency
Group's Preference Profile and Their Institution's Performance
Profile

Constituency Total Number of High
Positive Correlations

General Administrators 6
Academic Administrators 9
Financial Administrators 3
Student Affairs Administrators 9
Faculty Department Heads 3
Trustees 3
Major Funders 5




produced descrlptions of effectlve organizational characteristics), a

rating was produced for the relative power and infiuence of nlne major
constitvencles as they affected instltutlonal performance, Unfortunately,
those groups do not match exactly the seven constltuency groups used on
the second questionnaire, but there is enough overlap to provide an answer
to th'!'s thlrd research question. The constltuencles that were rated on
the first questlionnaire according to their relative power are listed in
Table 7 along with thelr mean ratings {(on a 1 to 7 scale) and rank

orderings.

TABLE 7 ABOUT HERE

Note that Top Administrators is a category that comprlse; four of the
constituencles used in producing preference profiles, namely General,
Adademlc, Financial, and Student Affairs Adminlstrators. When comparing
the rank orderings of the constituencies used In both questicnnaires on
the basis of their relatlve power and the extent to which they a}e
satlsfied by institutional performance, it vecomes evldent that the most
powerful constituencies are the most likely tc - satisfled by
institutional performance effectlveness. In this case, Top Adminlstrators
ara both the most powerful and the most .ikely to be satisfled. Major
Funde. ., on the other hand, are next most |ikely to be satisfled even
though they are rated as the least powerful of all the nine
constituencies. Facult; and Trustees are both less satisfied and less
oowerful than are Adminlstrators, but they are more powerful than Major
Funders while being less satisfied. Therefore, In terms of research
question 3, these data suggest that both the most powerful and the least

powerful constituencies tend to be satlsflied most often. Major funders




Table 7 Ratings of Relative Power and Influence of Different Conctituencies Compared to the Preference
Satisfaction of Those Groups

CONSTITUENCY ON MEAN RATING OF RANK ORDER OF CONSTITUENCY ON RANK ORDER OF
QUESTIONNAIRE 1 RELATIVE POWER RELATIVE POWER QUESTIONNAIRE 2 PREFERENCE
SATISFACTION
Top
Administrators 6.020 1 Academic 1
Administrators

| Student Affairs

Administrators
General
~ Administrators
Faculty 5.391 2 Faculty 3*
Department Heads
Trustees 5.070 3 Trustees 3I*
Students 4.538 4
Accreditation
Teams 4.244 5
State 3.652
Legislature 6
Alumni 3.518 7
Federal 3.309 8
Government
Major 3.196 9 Major 2
Funders Funders
* Equal number of high positive correlations. .-




are not satisfied as often as are the top administrator groups, but they

are satisfied more than other groups rated as being more powerful.

One reason for this result might be the surprisingly low power rating
given to MaJor Funders. Often the importance and power of this
constituency is rated as very high (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978), so the
discrepancy in the power-satisfaction result might be due to confusion in
these power ratings. It also is possible, of course, that organizations
pay attention, as Keeley (1978) suggested, to the least powerful or least

advantaged constituency in mapping out their performance.
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

This study has been the first attempt to Investigate empirically the
multiple constituencies model of organizational effectiveness. Up to now
the model has been a product only of proposed theories (e.g., Connolly, et
al., 1980; Keeley, 1978; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978; Zammuto, 198), and not
of empirical results. Because more and more authors are beginning to
discuss the multiple constituencies model when they consider
effectiveness, It Is Important that some investigations be made of its
validity. Cameron and Whetten (1983) pointed out that the multiple
constituencies model is not necessarily the best nor the most legitimate
model of ef fectiveness avallable because no gne model can possibly be
appropr iate in all circumstances, for all organizational types, for all
purposes, on all levels of analysis, and so forth. A variety of models
and definitions of organizational effectiveness are needed so thzt the
most appropriate model can be fcund for different condltions. Under some
clrcumstances, for examcie, the goal model may clearly be the most useful.

Under others, thz system resource, internal processes, or Competing Values
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modeis (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1982) may be best. In stiil others, the
muitipie constituencies modei may be the appropriate model for defining
and assessing effectiveness. But no one model is universeily appropriate,
and critical investigation is needed In order for the appropriateness of
any of these modeis to be justified. (investigating the validity of the
muitiple constituencies modei has been the major purpose underiying this
study.

To test the muitiple constituencies modei, two separate steps were
required. First, a performance profiie had .o be obtained for individuai
organizations, and second, a preference profiie for different
constituencies of those organizations had to be generated. The
;~~formance profile and the preference profiies had to be based on the
same criteria of effectiveness so comparisons among profiies couid be
made.

Performance and preference profiles in this study were based on the
nine dimensions of effectiveness found by Cameron (1878) to be indicative
of organizational effectiveness. Each of 29 Institutions were found to
hoid unique performance profiles based on these dimensions, and five
unique preference profiies were found among seven major constituencies.
Comparisons of the performance profiles for each institution with the
preference profiles of each of its seven constituencies revealed that some
institutions satisfied multipie constituencies whereas others didn't, and
some constituencies tended to be satisfied more often than others.

Three major conclusions can be reached from these resuits regarding
the muitiple constituencies model of effectiveness. First, the most

oraan mul cons

the least effective organizations tend to satisfy no constituencles, No



causal relationshlps are Identlfiable in these data, of course, but It
does appear that a relatlonship between constltuency satisfaction and
effectlveness is present. institutions that possess characteristics of
effectlve performance tend to be those that perform in ways that are
consistent with constltuency preferences. Several of the advocates of the
mutliple constituencles model of effectlveness have suggested that
organlzational gutcomes must be satisfying to constituencles In order for
the constltuencies to Judge the organization as effective. In this
research the extent to which organizations produced satisfying outcomes
was not assessed, and Instead the possesslon of characterlstics Indicative
of effectiveness was the focus. Thls study emphaslzed the nature of the
organlzation and Its performance rather than the legltimacy of its
outcomes. Thls difference is polnted out because, whereas these results
provide support for the multiple constituencles model, they do not provide
conclusive proof, nor are they comprehensive In their test of the model.
Another caution relative to this conclusion also should be made
clear. 1in no instltution was any one constituency completely satistied.
That is, a correlation of 1.0 was not produced by any
preference-performance compariscn. No corrclation coefficlents were over
.72, In fact, and only one reached that ievel. In all, relatively few
constituencies were satisfied In any one Instltution. On3 school's
performance was correlated highly with five of the seven constltuencles'
preferences, one other school's performance was correlated highly with
four of the seven constituencies! preferences, but the remainder of the 27
schools satisfied three or fewer constituencles. Almost haif of the
schools satisfied no major constituency at all. Therefore, whereas it

appears that ef fective organizational performance and constituency
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satlsfactlon are related, there stll| needs to be further eviiance

produced before this conclusion is a firm one.
A second general concluslon Is, some organizations are highly
effective even when they satisfy no major constituencies. Thls statement

polnts out the exceptlon to the rule asserted In conclusion 1. That Is,
some organlzatlons possess characteristics of highly effectlve performance
evan though constltuency preferences are not conslstent wlth that
performance. Cameron (1980) polnted out examples of thls condltlon among
I Iberal arts colleges and churches, and thls study uncovered another
examp'e. One school” In this sample (school #21) was third highest In
overal | effectiveness (l.e., In Its mean on the nine dimenslons comblned),
and highest in the sample on two of the nine Indlvidual dimenslons of
effectiveness. Yet, the correlations between Its performance proflle and
the preference profl!les of Its constituencles ranged from .25 to -.10,
-wlth a mean correlation of .04. A speclal sense of misslon or a cecure
resource base may make thls condltion possible (Clark, 1970), so that the
Instltution can operate consistently In spite of contrary demands. On the
other hand, this Imbalance In preferences and performance may be only a
temporary condltlon that may not last Indeflnltely. Constituency
preferences may eventually change to be more conslstent wlth
organlzational performance, or the performance proflle may change to match
constltuency preferences. Cameron and Whetten (1981) found empirical
evidence for the former phenomenon In one study of organizational !lfe
cycles, and Quinn and Cameron (i983) found evlidence for the ' atter
phenomenon In another |lfe cycle study. Because the current study used
only cross sectlonal data, no evidence |s avallable to determine |f an

Incompatibllity between organlzational performance and constltuency
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preferences can exlst over the long term, so thls conclusion presents an

important questlon for which additlonal research Is needed.

The third concluslon |Is that the most powerful constituencles are, by
end large, the most frequently satistled by an organization's performance.
This study's findings tend to support t+ie arguments of Pennlngs and
Goodman (1977) and Pfeffer and Salancik (1978) that groups that wield the
most power, or that are the most important in their potential impact on
ef fective organizational performance, are the most likely to be satisfied
by an organization. According to these authors, organlzations seek to
satisfy the preferences of these powerful groups flrst In order to
guarantee long term organizational survival. By implication, these
powerful constituercies also are the most appropriate groups to assess an
organization's effectiveness.

In contrast, Keeley (1978) argued for the least advantaged or the
least powerful constituencies as belng the focus of effective
organizational performance. His notion is based on a social Justice ethlc
(Rawls, 1971) where organizations are viewed as try.ng to minimize the
regret of low power constituencies. Some support, although limited, is
provided by these data for this point of view as weil. The least powerful
constituency, as rated by the 1240 respondents, was the Major Funder
constituency. This group was the second most satisfied constituency,
fol lowing the three major top adminlstrator groips that were all subsumed
by the Top Administrator category. Preferences of Major Funders appeared
to be more compatible with Instltutional performance more often than were
the preferences of several other more powerful groups. On the other hand,
relatively few Instltutlons satisfied this constituency group compared to

the total number of institutions In the sample, so it is not clear to what




extent least advantaged constituency preferences are critical factors in
organizational performance. in generai, more support was avaliable for
the most=-powerfui=-constituency viewpoint than for the

| east-powerfui-constituency viewpoint, aithough the resuits do are not
unequivocai. Additional research Is needed to address this lIssue.
Suggestions for Future Research

The expioratory nature of this study does not permit conciusive
answers to the Issues surrounding the muitipie constituencies model of
effectiveness. Some supportive evidence has been found, but 2 number of
weaknesses of this éTudy, as well as a number of inconciusive findings
create the need for more emplrical research using this definltion of
organizationai effectiveness. For examplie, a broader array of
constituency groups wouid provide a mcre clear perspective of the extent
t+o which organizations satisfy mu!tipie constituencies. The
constituencies assessed by Friediander and Plckie (1968) in thelr study
using the system resource modei of ef fectiveness, for exampie, while fewer
+han the number of constituencies used In this study, represent a more
diverse array. Such diversity wouid be an improvement In muitipie
constituencies investigations.

In addition, objective or secondary indicators of organizationai
performance aiso wouid heip broaden our understanding of the v~!idity and
applicability of the mutiipie constituencies modei. The performance
assessment used In this study consisted of descriptions of organizational
characreristics indicative of effective performance. Perceptuai bias Is
always of concern in such assessments, even though the Instrument used was
designed specificaiiy to guard against it, and the questionnaire's resuits
have been found to correiate positively with more oblective indicators of

.
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ef fectlveness. Even so, objectlve indicators of organlzational
performance would elimlnate the concern about the potential of a
perceptlon-perception blas. Obtalning Indlcators of effective
organlzational outcomes also would be useful Inasmuch as several multiple
const|tuency authors focus on the accep*ablllty of outcomes as the major
indlcator of effectlveness.

Another suggestlion for future research Is to broaden the
organlzational sample used. This study was |Imited to a sample of
instltutlons of higher educatlion, and the apporoprlateness of the multiple
constltuencles model may vary depending on the type of organization belng
assessed. |t Is concelvable, for example, that in private sector
organzations involved in marketlng consumer goods, the model would bz more
approprlate than in a governmental regulatory agency. Agaln, more
dlverslty in research settings would enhance our understanding of the
model .

Finally, combining Into one study a comparison of different models of
ef fectlveness would beglr to bring about a cumulative |lterature on
effectlveness as well as to begln to map out the condltlons under which
different models of effectlveness are most approprlate. Since the
approprlateness of a definltlon of effectlveness for an organization
depends on such a varlety of factors (i.e., purpose, domaln, time frame,
referent, and so on; see Cameron [1980], Cameron & Whetten [1983], and
Goodman, Atkin, & Schoorman, 1983]), an Investigation of which model Is
most appropriate in varlous condltions Is a critical need at present. The
non-cumulative and confusing state of the ef fectlveness |iterature to date
has resulted from authors clalming that their own model Is universally

applicable, and the only one that should be used. Research that helps
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identlfy when one model Is more valld than another would help resolve many
of the conflicts among various points of view and lead to a _ubstantlally

enhanced understanding of the construct of effectlveness.
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